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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1) 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improverhent thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

1-1) Claims 1-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Regarding claims 1-33, set forth non-functional descriptive material but fail to 
set forth physical structures or materials comprising of hardware or a combination of 
hardware and software within the technological arts (ie., computer) to produce a "useful, 
concrete and tangible" result. 

For example claim 1 , 8, and 26, the "method" and claim 12 and 33, the 
"system" reads on a mental construct/abstract idea or at best a computer program, per 
se. The language such as "file", "character", "HTML", etc., does not clearly define 
structural elements and not tangibly embodied on a computer readable medium. 
Claims 1-33 are interpreted as software per se, abstract ideas or mental construct and 
not tangibly embodied on a computer readable medium or hardware. 

The dependent claims are rejected for fully incorporating the deficiencies of their 
respective base independent claims (as cited above). 

In additional regard to claims 1, 8, 12, 26, 33, even claims 1, 8, 12, 26, 33 are 
interpreted using the examiner's suggestion as set forth above, said claims are still 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Since claim 1,8, 12, 26, 33 do not display any 
results, nor do these claims require any intervention from a user, said claim merely 
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reflects the manipulation of data within a computer and is therefore directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2) The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2-1) Claims 1,12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Tamura (US 5717945, issued Feb 
1998). 

Regarding claims 1,12, Aiken teaches detecting ... files (ie., document A and B 
arranged right -left)(fig 6, item 606; col 16, lines 50-60). 

Aiken does not expressly teach, but Tamura teaches normalizing the groups ... 
removing carriage returns ... (ie., removing the carriage returns)(col 4, lines 20-25). 

Aiken teaches "comparing ... right file" (ie., fig 6 shows Document A has content 
segment 2, where document B does not have segment 2). 

Aiken teaches "generating ... result file" (ie., fig 6, item 606 screen shot is a 
result screen that shows document A and B with their format and comparison results in 
the 602 pane). 

Aiken teaches "wherein ... in the file" (ie., fig 6, item 61 8A is compared to item 
61 SB - which are comparisons of text segments in the documents)(col 18, lines 3-18 
describes a text segment by text segment comparison). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken to include removing carriage returns as taught by Tamura, 
providing the benefit of crating documents with an open document architecture 
(Tamura, title) and removing a hard carriage return code when editing the document in 
a processable mode (col 2, lines 32-40). 

2-2) Claims 2, 4, 6, 13, 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Tamura fUS 
5717945, Issued Feb 1998), further in view of Aovama et al (US 5956726, filed Jun 
1996). 

Regarding claims 2, 13, Aiken does not expressly teach, but Aoyama teaches 
detecting ... files (ie., allocating tags for identification, in order to compare the text string 
that lies between the tags)(col 7, lines 25-35; col 8, lines 10-15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura to include allocating the character strings 
between a start and an end tag as taught by Aoyama, providing the benefit of extracting 
the difference between structured documents properly taking the logical meaning and 
structure of the structured documents (Aoyama, Abstract section). 

Regarding claim 4, 15, Aiken does not expressly teach, but Aoyama teaches 
delaying ... intact (ie., system displays the resulting difference on the terminal device 
and stores the difference data in a secondary memory unit)(col 13, lines 56-60; col 8, 
line 50 - col 9, line 5; Fig 1 1 B shows the difference between two documents, 
maintaining the formatting of the modified groups, fig 3A and 3B comparison). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura to include system displays the resulting 
difference on the terminal device and stores the difference data in a secondary memory 
unit as taught by Aoyama, providing the benefit of extracting the difference between 
structured documents properly taking the logical meaning and structure of the structured 
documents (Aoyama, Abstract section). 

Regarding claim 6, Aiken does not expressly teach, but Aoyama teaches 
normalization ... of the file (ie., parsing method with rules that create a node tree, which 
ignores tag nodes and extracts nodes with characters strings for comparison)(col 3, line 
62 - col 4, line 2; col 7, lines 20-44). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura to include parsing method with rules that 
create a node tree, which ignores tag nodes and extracts nodes with characters strings 
for comparison as taught by Aoyama, providing the benefit of extracting the difference 
between structured documents properly taking the logical meaning and structure of the 
structured documents (Aoyama, Abstract section). 

2-3) Claims 3, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Tamura (US 
5717945, issued Feb 1998), further in view of Aovama et al (US 5956726, filed Jun 
1996), further in view of Popp et al (US 6651108, filed Aug 14, 1995). 

Regarding claims 3, 14, Aiken does not teach, but Popp teaches "files ... HTML 
tags" (ie., block of HTML statements, HTML template)(col 2, lines 1-5). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura and Aoyama to include block of HTML 
statements as taught by Popp, providing the benefit of one-to-one mapping between 
each HTMO element and object classes ... to manipulate the HTML element within an 
HTML document (Popp, Abstract). 

Regarding claim 16, Aiken teaches "normalizer ... in the files" (ie., fig 6, item 
61 8A is compared to item 61 SB - which are comparisons of text segments in the 
documents)(col 18, lines 3-18 describes a text segment by text segment comparison). 

Regarding claim 17, Aiken does not expressly teach, but Aoyama teaches 
normalization ... of the file (ie., parsing method with rules that create a node tree, which 
ignores tag nodes and extracts nodes with characters strings for comparison)(col 3, line 
62 - col 4, line 2; col 7, lines 20-44). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura and Popp to include parsing method with 
rules that create a node tree, which ignores tag nodes and extracts nodes with 
characters strings for comparison as taught by Aoyama, providing the benefit of 
extracting the difference between structured documents properly taking the logical 
meaning and structure of the structured documents (Aoyama, Abstract section). 

Regarding claim 19, Aiken does not teach, but Aoyama teaches "means for ... 
comparison" (ie, allocate the character strings sandwiched between a start and an end 
tag)(col 7, lines 27-30). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura and Popp to include allocating the 
character strings sandwiched between a start and an end tag as taught by Aoyama, 
providing the benefit of extracting the difference between structured documents properly 
taking the logical meaning and structure of the structured documents (Aoyama, Abstract 
section). 

Regarding claim 20, Aiken does not teach, but Aoyama teaches "character ... 
left files" (ie., document tree which parses a structured document into nodes, then 
processes each node by comparing character of the nodes)(col 3, line 63 - col 4, line 
2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura and Popp to include document tree which 
parses a structured document into nodes, then processes each node by comparing 
character of the nodes as taught by Aoyama, providing the benefit of extracting the 
difference between structured documents properly taking the logical meaning and 
structure of the structured documents (Aoyama, Abstract section). 

Regarding claim 21, Aiken does not teach, but Aoyama teaches "detecting ... 
Preformatting end tag" (ie., identity tags and ignoring tags and the character strings 
sandwiched between the ignoring tags)(col 3, lines 50-60; col 7, lines 20-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura and Popp to include identity tags and 
ignoring tags and the character strings sandwiched between the ignoring tags as taught 
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by Aoyama, providing tlie benefit of extracting the difference between structured 
documents properly taking the logical meaning and structure of the structured 
documents (Aoyama, Abstract section). 

2-4) Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aiken 
(US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Tamura (US 5717945, issued Feb 1998), 
further in view of Aoyama et a! (US 5956726, filed Jun 1996), further In view of 
Blumer et a! (US 5890171, issued mar 1999) 

Regarding claim 7, Aiken does not teach, but Blumer teaches "converting 
relative URLs into absolute URLs in the file" (ie., a program that converts relative URL 
to an absolute URL)(col 8, lines 44-48; col 11 , lines 40-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura and Aoyama to include converting relative 
URL to an absolute URL as taught by Blumer to provide the benefit of an improved 
system for interpreting hypertext links in a document when including the document 
within another document (Blumer, Title). 

2-5) Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Tamura (US 5717945, issued Feb 
1998), further in view of Tavor et al (US 6070149, filed Jul 1998). 

Regarding claim 23, Aiken does not teach, but Tavori teaches "... removing 
header tags ..." (ie., deleting mark-up tags from a list; where the header consists of CGI 
program and a heading)(col 30, lines 10-15; col 10, lines 64-67). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura to include deleting mark-tags that include 
CGI headers as taught by Tavor, providing the benefit of translating data received from 
the user to a language that the system understands for further usage (Tavor, col 10, 
lines 55-59). 

2-6) Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U-S-C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Tamura f US 5717945, issued Feb 
1998), further in view of Crosby et al (US 607848, filed Mar 1999), 

Regarding claim 24, Aiken does not teach, but Crosby teaches "removing ... 
files" (ie., distilling can include transforming the PostScript file to a PDF file format)(col 
2, lines 55-60). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura to include distilling a PostScript file to a 
PDF format as taught by Crosby providing the benefit of displaying a document with 
dynamic content for display in a static environment (Crosby, col 2, lines 35-45). 
2-7) Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S-C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Tamura (US 5717945, issued Feb 
1998), further in view of Arora et al (US 5911145, issued Jun 8, 1999). 

Regarding claim 25, Aiken does not teach, but Arora teaches "removing 
intradocument links from the files" (ie., remove a link between pages that are part of a 
web site consisting or several related pages that link back to each other and 
homepage)(col 1 , line 59 - col 2, line 7). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken and Tamura to include removing links between pages that are 
part of a web site that link to one another as taught by Arora, providing the benefit of 
having a consistent style for all pages of a site (col 2, lines 7-14). 
2-8) Claims 8, 9, 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Aovama et al (US 5956726, 
filed Jun 1996). 

Regarding claim 8, Aiken teaches "detecting ... files" (ie., document A and B 
arranged right -left)(fig 6, item 606; col 16, lines 50-60). 

Aiken teaches "comparing ... right file" (ie., fig 6 shows Document A has content 
segment 2, where document B does not have segment 2). 

Aiken teaches "generating ... result file" (ie., fig 6, item 606 screen shot is a 
result screen that shows document A and B with their format and comparison results in 
the 602 pane). 

Aiken teaches "wherein ... in the file" (ie., fig 6, item 61 8A is compared to item 
61 8B - which are comparisons of text segments in the documents)(col 18, lines 3-18 
describes a text segment by text segment comparison). 

Aiken does not expressly teach, but Aoyama teaches "wherein ... comparison" 
(ie., allocate the character strings sandwiched between a start and an end tag)(col 7, 
lines 27-30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken to include allocating the character strings between a start and 
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an end tag as taught by Aoyama, providing the benefit of extracting the difference 
between structured documents properly taking the logical meaning and structure of the 
structured documents (Aoyama, Abstract section). 

Regarding claim 9, Aiken teaches "normaliziation ... left files" (ie., punctuation, 
white space removed; fig 3 shows processing of each character in item 302)(col 5, lines 
52-67). 

Regarding claim 10, Aiken does not expressly teach, but Aoyama teaches 
"detecting ... end tag" (ie., identity tags and ignoring tags and the character strings 
sandwiched between the ignoring tags)(col 3, lines 50-60; col 7, lines 20-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken to include allocating the character strings between a start and 
an end tag as taught by Aoyama, providing the benefit of extracting the difference 
between structured documents properly taking the logical meaning and structure of the 
structured documents (Aoyama, Abstract section). 

2-9) Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Aoyama et a! (US 5956726, filed 
Jun 1996), further in view of Tamura {US 5717945, issued Feb 1998) . 

Regarding claim 11, Aiken does not teach, but Tamura teaches normalizing the 
groups ... removing carriage returns ... (ie., removing the carriage returns)(coi 4, lines 
20-25). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken to include removing carriage returns as taught by Tamura, 
providing the benefit of crating documents with an open document architecture 
(Tamura, title) and removing a hard carriage return code when editing the document in 
a processable mode (col 2, lines 32-40). 

2-10) Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Tamura (US 5717945, issued Feb 
1998), further in view of Arora et al (US 5911145, issued Jun 8, 1999), further in 
view of Popp (as defined above), further in view of Blumer (as cited above). 

Regarding claim 18, Aiken does not teach, but Blumer teaches "converting 
relative URLs into absolute URLs in the file" (ie., a program that converts relative URL 
to an absolute URL)(col 8, lines 44-48; col 11 , lines 40-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura, Aoyama and Popp to include converting 
relative URL to an absolute URL as taught by Blumer to provide the benefit of an 
improved system for interpreting hypertext links in a document when including the 
document within another document (Blumer, Title). 

2-11) Claims 26, 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Popp (as defined above). 

Regarding claims 26, 33, Aiken teaches "detecting ... files" (ie., document A 
and B arranged right -left)(fig 6, item 606; col 16, lines 50-60). 



Application/Control Number: 09/665,888 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2176 

Aiken teaches "detecting ... characters" (ie., punctuation, white space removed; 
fig 3 shows processing of each character in item 302)(col 5, lines 52-67). 

Aiken does not teach, but Popp teaches "each of which ... HTML document is 
rendered" (ie., block of HTML statements, HTML template)(col 2, lines 1-5). 

Aiken teaches "comparing ... right file" (ie., fig 6 shows Document A has content 
segment 2, where document B does not have segment 2). 

Aiken teaches "generating ... group" (ie., fig 6, item 606 screen shot is a result 
screen that shows document A and B with their format and comparison results in the 
602 pane). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken to include block of HTML statements as taught by Popp, 
providing the benefit of one-to-one mapping between each HTML element and object 
classes ... to manipulate the HTML element within an HTML document (Popp, 
Abstract). 

2-12) Claims 27, 28, 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Popp (as defined above), 
further in view of Tamura (US 5717945, issued Feb 1998). 

Regarding claim 27, Aiken does not expressly teach, but Tamura teaches 
normalizing the groups ... removing carriage returns ... (ie., removing the carriage 
returns)(col 4, lines 20-25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken to include removing carriage returns as taught by Tamura, 
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providing the benefit of crating documents with an open document architecture 
(Tamura, title) and removing a hard carriage return code when editing the document in 
a processable mode (col 2, lines 32-40). 

Regarding claim 28, Aiken teaches "line-by-line ... groups" (ie., describes a text- 
segment by text segment comparison of corresponding text-segments)(col 18, lines 3- 
18). 

Regarding claim 32, Aiken does not expressly teach, but Tamura teaches 
normalizing ... removing carriage returns ... (ie., removing the carriage returns)(col 4, 
lines 20-25). 

Aiken teaches "comparing ... right file" (ie., fig 6 shows Document A has content 
segment 2, where document B does not have segment 2). Specifically, a skilled artisan 
upon normalizing by removing the carriage returns from the documents (as taught by 
Tamura) would be in a position to compare the two documents. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken and Popp to include removing carriage returns as taught by 
Tamura, providing the benefit of crating documents with an open document architecture 
(Tamura, title) and removing a hard carriage return code when editing the document in 
a processable mode (col 2, lines 32-40). 

2-13) Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Popp (as defined above), further 
in view of Tamura (US 5717945, issued Feb 1998), further in view of Tavor et al 
(US 6070149, filed Jul 1998). 
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Regarding claim 29, Aiken does not teacli, but Tavori teaches "... removing 
header tags ..." (ie., deleting mark-up tags from a list; where the header consists of CGI 
program and a heading)(col 30, lines 10-15; col 10, lines 64-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Tamura to include deleting mark-tags that include 
CGI headers as taught by Tavor, providing the benefit of translating data received from 
the user to a language that the system understands for further usage (Tavor, col 10, 
lines 55-59). 

2-14) Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Popp (as defined above), further 
in view of Tamura (US 5717945, issued Feb 1998), further in view of Crosby et al 
(US 607848, filed Mar 1999). 

Regarding claim 30, Aiken does not teach, but Crosby teaches "removing ... 
files" (ie., distilling can Include transforming the PostScript file to a PDF file format)(col 
2, lines 55 - 60). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Popp andTamura to include distilling a PostScript 
file to a PDF format as taught by Crosby providing the benefit of displaying a document 
with dynamic content for display in a static environment (Crosby, col 2, lines 35-45). 
2-15) Claim 31 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aiken (US 6658626, filed Sep 3, 1999), in view of Popp (as defined above), further 
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in view of Tamura (US 5717945, issued Feb 1998), further in view of Arora et al 
(US 5911145, issued Jun 8, 1999). 

Regarding claim 31, Aiken does not teach, but Arora teaches "removing 
intradocument links from the files" (ie., remove a link between pages that are part of a 
web site consisting or several related pages that link back to each other and 
homepage)(col 1 , line 59 - col 2, line 7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Aiken in view of Popp and Tamura to include removing links 
between pages that are part of a web site that link to one another as taught by Arora, 
providing the benefit of having a consistent style for all pages of a site (col 2, lines 7- 
14). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to all claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gautam Sain whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8777. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9-5 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Feild can be reached on (703)305-9792. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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